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BY 8. AiiEXANDEB.
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1. Introductory.—In a recently published paper,11 endeavoured
to outline a scheme for expounding psychological processes
which depended on the principle that on the different leveh
of experience, perception, imagination, memory, etc., there
corresponded to each form of conation a certain form of non-
mental object, or cognitum. Thus to instinctive action there
corresponded a perceptum or percept which was its object
The real world was revealed to the mind under these various
forms of percept, memory, etc., according to the character of
the conation. But also it was indicated that each conation
assumed two varieties, practical and speculative, according
as the conation took practical effect and altered or created
its object, or instead of practical effect terminated within the
mind or at any rate the body of the experient (as in speech).
The object of a practical conation was also the object of a
speculative conation, which is called a cognition. Cognition
was therefore not an independent element in mental fife but
was only a conation when that conation assumed a speculative
form. Thus in any mental process it was not true to say that

1 ' Foundations and sketch plan of a conationaJ Psychology,' Britith
Journal of Psychology, voL iv., December, 1911, of which the present
paper may be regarded as a continuation. I regret that I have seen the
work of the six American realists of the platform {The New Realirm.
1912) too late to refer to it in detail.
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COLLECTIVE WILLING AND TRUTH. 15

there was an element of cognition as well as an element of
conation. There was nothing but a conation (with its feeling)
and over against it was its object which was called a cog-
nitum, because in the conation we were aware of the non-
mental object which existed together with it, which same
object was the object of the relevant speculative conation.
The highest conative level is that of willing; and it was
indicated that the cognitum willed, whether speculatively or
practically, was a proposition. Practical willing is com-
monly known as volition; speculative willing is judging or
believing. Thus the object * of all willing is a proposition,
judgment or belief; by which terms is meant some objective
fact in the non-mental world.9

This last phrase requires some explanation, in view of
what follows, in order to avoid misapprehension. The fact
contained in a proposition is a relation between its terms ;
and it is in the same sense objective as the perceptual cir-
cumstances on which it is based, it is only a fuller revela-
tion of those circumstances. If for instance the proposition
is a singular judgment of sense, the cat is running across the
street, the event of the cat running across the street which
might be taken in merely in a complex of sense is more fully
presented in the proposition. In the judgment of recogni-
tion, what is running across the street is a cat, the perceptual
situation is revealed more explicitly because of the exphcit
relation to the universal, cat. In a universal proposition, the

1 I t will be explained later that though all volitions hare propositions
for their objects, not all propositions are objects of volitions. Some are
the ' contents' of willing. See i 8, on Menial propositions.

•As I use the term, the proposition is what the logicians call the
import of the judgment or proposition. It is the proposUum or judica-
ture. I do not use it as equivalent either to the act of judging or the
verbal sentence. Perhaps the constant use of proporUum would be better
but I retain proposition as there is, after Mr. Moore's example, little risk
of misunderstanding. In many respects, Prof. Meinong's term ' objective'
(Objeetic) would be more convenient, as a new technical term ; but it
would only introduce confusion to use the term at present except with
the implications he attaches to it. For him the objective is the object both
of the judgment and the Annahme ; whereas I am assuming that the
judgment and the assumption have not identically the same object. This
is not the place for a discussion of Prof. Meinong's work, which could only
be a matter of considerable length. (I have touched on the matter in the
previous article (B.J. of P., p. 286, and note)). As at present advised I re-
gard the assumption as standing to the judgment in a similar relation to
that of the idea to the percept—a view which is not the same as that which
Heir Meinongoombats, that an assumption is simply torgetUUt (ed. 2,
pp. 133 ff.). That view he attributes to Mr. Russell; whom, however, I
had understood in the sense taken by me. (Mr. Russell withdrew his
own suggestion, I believe, before ed. 2 of the AnnaXmen.)
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16 8. ALEXANBEB:

cat is carnivorous, there is no perceptual circumstance present
at all, but the relation of the universals remains a fact of the
objective world. Thus a proposition of singular existence is
itself a singular existent. A proposition of universal import
(subsistence) is itself a subsistent. There is therefbre no
difference between the meaning of the words " that Caesar
crossed the Eubicon" or " the fact that Caesar etc.," and
the meaning of the words " Caesar crossed the Bubicon ". The
phrase, the fact that or that Caesar, etc., means only the fact
described by the words, Cfflsar, etc. A proposition, if it re-
fers to a singular existence at a certain time and place, is
itself that singular existence in time and place. We need
not raise the question whether universal propositions are
timeless or not; though I should certainly deny that what
holds, not at some particular time, but at any time, is there-
fore timeless. But at any rate a proposition is an objective
fact that has the same differences of time reference as the
objective fact which it contains. It is indeed independent
of the particular date at which the judging act occurs, but it
is not independent of the date which itself contains.1

The proposition which is the object or cognitum of volition
is objective, but it is merely believed or judged. There our
exposition stopped. But when we take into account collective
willing, we have two new notions introduced, goodness or
rightnesa in the will and correspondingly truth or reality in the
proposition. Thus if willing is taken to include both practical
and theoretical volition, and goodness is understood as its
perfection, we might seem to have the result that good
willing has for its object true belief.3 But there is still the

1 Contrast with this the statement of Prof. Stout in his paper Some
Fundamental Points in the Theory of Knowledge, p. 18 (in St. Andrews
Quincentenary Publications, Glasgow, 1911) ; and also of Prof. Meinong,
Uber Annahmen, p. 64, jd. 2 (1910). It makes no difference if the
phrase, "that etc," stands for an assumption instead of a proposition.
We may assert That Cesar should have tailed to cross the Rubicon (or
Osesar's failure to cross the Rubicon) might have altered history. Ceeear
failed to cross the Rubicon is now an assumption or an assumed fact, but
it is still an objective fact (though not a believed fact, still less a true one).
Bat it is fact stall, and not timeless.

1 The word belief is used throughout for the object of the judgment;
for the -ed and not the -ing, to borrow Mr. Lloyd Morgan's happy
shorthand (Inttinet and Experience). In common usage it stands either
for the act of believing, or the object believed. But in the plural it
alwavs, as far as I can judge, stands for that which is believed, as I use
it here. There is the same diversity with other terms; thus interest is a
feeling ; bat interests or an interest stands for the objects in which we
feel interest, e.g. the phrase, a British interest, or a poetic interest, and
the like. (Compare Prof. W. P. Montague's remarks on what he calls
psTohophysical metonymy—New Realitm, pp. 356 f.)
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COLLECTIVE WILLING AND TRUTH. 1 7

distinction of practical and theoretical will, and goodness in
its common acceptation is a character of practical will, and
the science of it or ethics is concerned with practical action.
On the other hand, true beliefs or propositions are those
which are believed by theoretical willing, and the system of
such beliefs constitutes science or true knowledge. It is now
our object to investigate the topic here raised; to consider
goodness and truth in their affinity to one another. In the
course of this inquiry we shall have to consider also in their
bearing on one another evil and error.

Good conduct and true thinking are thus departments of
right willing in general, but right thinking is not a depart-
ment of good conduct, except in a special sense. Its relations
to good conduct in this respect are intricate and call also for
investigation (§ 11). Both, it would seem, imply the stripping
off from the individual will of personal idiosyncrasy. In the
case of morals, it is the abandonment of selfishness; in the
case of thinking, it is equally the abandonment of personal
peculiarities, so that what is true, it would seem, is acceptable
to others. Psychology describes the way in which such im-
personality is attained. Ethics and the science of truth are
concerned with the same subject, of impersonality, but from
the point of view of the criterion.

But there are two things implied in good conduct and true
thinking which require preliminary discussion. Both good-
ness and truth mean acknowledgment on the part of other
men. They depend in the first place then on the recognition
by one man of consciousness in others. And secondly they
imply communication between individuals, or intersubjective
intercourse.

2. Experience of other minds.—The recognition of other
beings as conscious subjects depends on a direct experience
to that effect. It cannot be regarded as a mere inference
from the outward actions, gestures and speech proceeding
from certain bodies, and an interpretation of them on the
analogy of ourselves. Such interpretation and inference
do occur, but only when there has been already a basis of
direct experience of others as conscious beings. In the first
place, the account in question can hardly apply to dogs or
other animals, some of whose actions appear to depend on
such recognition of other animals or men as a dog can have.
In the next place, it is difficult to understand how such a
notion aa the consciousness of others could arise by analogy
to our own. For our own consciousness is enjoyed by us (in
connexion with our bodies) and is not contemplated. With-
out some clue in our experience, how should we hit upon

2
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18 8. ALEXANDER:

the wonderful idea of a foreign consciousness, the very essence
of which is that we cannot share its consciousness, but it can
only possess its own ? The clue would seem to be found in
those elementary experiences, on the level of instinct, where
co-operation, reciprocation or rivalry is necessary in order
that the experience should have its full flavour. Such are
the experience of filial love, of parental love, or of sexual
love, and competition and co-operation of all kinds. Thus
tenderness towards a child is not merely not felt towards a
warm soft material object, which fails to evoke the instinct
of tenderness; but where that instinct is evoked is incomplete
without reciprocation (like the tenderness to a fly in distress);
and still more is more completely felt the more the tenderness
can be reciprocated. Thus it is felt more towards an affec-
tionate than to a cold child, and it is felt more and differently
to a child and to a puppy. To take a simpler example: we
may press a yielding object and become aware of its soft
firmness and have besides the experience of our own effort of
grasping. But there is all the difference between this and
the experience of a hand which in any degree returns the
pressure of ours ; and that is why we so much dislike an
unresponsive hand which seems to us inhuman and disap-
points expectation. Again rivalry for the possession of food
is a different experience not only from hunger for the food,
but from the feeling which is felt when the rival is inanimate ;
e.g. when a dog's enjoyment of his bone is obstructed by the
shape of the ground which makes it roll away and not by
another dog or a man. The experience of another man's
trying to get the same thing as yourself is a direct suggestion
that he is toanting it, and is a different experience from seek-
ing the object and merely being obstructed. When once there
has been the experience of rivalry, the inanimate agent which
defeats us may be credited with consciousness, as the dog con-
ceivably may endow the something which rolls away its bone
with the attributes of a rival dog; or the savage may imagine
a demon who defeats his purposes. Once more, the emotion
of love to the opposite sex is not the same feeling when there
is not reciprocation, and is accordingly different from sheer
selfish lust.1 A lover may of course feel genuine love when

1 Compare as to this the following interesting passage of Shaftesbnry
Inquiry Concerning Vxrtiie and Mient, bk. li., pt 2, § 1, p. 128, ed. 1727 :
" The courtesans and even the commonest of women, who live by prosti-
tution, know very well how necessary it is that every one whom they
entertain with their beauty, should believe there are satisfactions recipro-
cal ; and that pleasures are no less given than received. And were this
imagination to be wholly taken away, there would be hardly any of the
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COLLECTIVE WILLING AND TBTTTH. 1 9

it is not returned, but his expectation or hope is for recipro-
cation, and his disappointment implies that the person is
capable of returning the emotion, though there is no return
made to himself.

Thus the immediate basis of our experience that another
person exists is a direct ingredient in certain feelings, which
ingredient is not present if that other being were inanimate
or unconscious. An automaton might look and even act
like a child, but if it did not participate in our behaviour to
it we should miss the flavour of tenderness. These ex-
periences exist, then, only so far as there is recognition of
something co-operant or competitive, which does not merely
behave as we behave, show signs of hunger, or anger, or of
sexual desire, but actually takes part, in our experiences, so
that we feel affection, or rivalry in pursuit, or love if it is a
person of the opposite sex, or jealousy if it is one of the same
sex ; does not merely act as we do, which an automaton
might do, but responds to our action and fulfils it; is there-
fore a being like ourselves. It is therefore not because under
similar circumstances foreign bodies exhibit behaviour like
our own that we believe them to be minds like ourselves, by
an act of inference; but because in one and the same situation
they take part with ourselves in a joint action in which their
part may or may not be like our own, and because without
such response on their side our own experience is incomplete,
that we experience their presence, not by way of inference
but directly. We are aware that there is something of our
own kind, our equal, something in this sense like ourselves.
The child'B life of relation to parents and family, and the
primitive man's life of domestic relations and the chase,
afford ample occasion for this, mainly instinctive, experience
of other consciousness. With this to start from, we can
understand how the recognition of the existence of other con-
sciousness is amplified by all that process whereby a person
such as the father, like ourselves but at first mysterious
and overmastering, becomes understood by help of imita-
tion and imagination, and whereby in the end we come by
knowing others to learn more of ourselves. All this has been
described so well by Prof. Baldwin and others, to say nothing
of Herbart, that we need not linger upon i t Further we
can understand how the child comes to impute personality

grosser sort of mankind who would not perceive their remaining pleasure
to be of slight estimation."

The same aonsideration aooounts in part for the horror of stories like
toot of Perionder and Melissa in Herodotus, and other such cases of
necrophilia.
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20 s. ALBXANDEB:

to its doll or the savage to stocks and stones, by an act of
projection, which is readily intelligible as an extension of a
real previous experience, but cannot be used to account for
that experience or to snpply a foundation for the belief in
other persons.

So far we have been dealing mainly with the instinctive
type of such recognition of other persons or consciousnesses,
and have included its occurrence amongst animals. But the
practical instinctive co-operation or competition exhibited in
certain instinctive experiences is immensely enlarged in range
amongst ourselves ; in the first place by speech with its re-
ciprocal reference on the part of different persons to objects
common to them, as well as of course through its use by
others directly to describe to us their own minds. But
above all it is enlarged by the combination of wills in practi-
cal affairs or of intellects in the pursuit of knowledge; in
virtue of which we approve practically or agree theoretically.
On the reflective stage, these1 acknowledgments * of others,
experienced in their moral judgments more obviously, and
also in their scientific agreements, are the later direct experi-
ence of other persons.

Only we still cannot say that there is, for all this peculiar
direct experience, recognition of others, or better said, know-
ledge of others, in the sense in which an angel would contem-
plate two consciousnesses engaged in some common pursuit.
We cannot contemplate even our own minds, much less the
minds of others, and while we enjoy our own we do not
enjoy the mind of another. Thus B s mind is not laid open to
the inspection of A, he is not aware of it as he is aware of B's
body; ne only has from certain experiences the assurance
that there is a mind like his. We know that there is a foreign
mind, something of our own rank, not a mere physical thing ;
but our knowledge of what it is, is symbolic. We transfer the
contents of our own enjoyment to this foreign being, and give
indefinite scope to oni sympathetic imagination * in this con-

11 borrow the term acknowledgment or recognition (Anerkennung) from
Prof. Munsterberg (GrundzSjs der Psyehologie, ch. L, patsim) without
the implications contained in his use of it. Prof. A- E. Taylor in his
Elements of Metaphysics (1903) states in the clearest way the inadequacy
of the notion of inference from analogy to account for our having the idea
of a foreign self (p. 205) and insists that' the very existence of my own
purpose in life,' implies directly the existence of other selves. But I am
unable to judge from his text how far the above attempt to trace the
awareness of other selves to the peculiar experience described above, on
a lower level than moral recognition, is identical with his statement of
the case (bk. UL, ch. ii., §3).

11 need hardly say that imagination of another's mind is not <mwT»»-
tion of another's mind, by way of contemplation of it, as we may nave
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COLLECTIVE WILUNG AND TBUTH. 21

struction, fencing our imagination by careful verification.
Even the experience that there is a foreign mind, since it con-
tains the notion of mind, is not knowledge, like the knowledge
that there is a stone. But it is assurance grounded on direct
experience. It is an act of faith but forced upon us by a
peculiar experience, and in itself it is not invented by infer-
ence or from analogy. It is only the details of its constitution
into which we need to enter symbolically. Those who main-
tain that other subjects are inferential are probably misled by
the symbolic process of constructing the enjoyments of others
after the likeness of our own into supposing that the existence
of such minds is itself also matter of inference.

3. Truth and inter subjective intercourse.—There is a further
topic to be discussed before we go on to consider truth and
goodness in their relations. Intersubjective intercourse in
practice discovers a;nd indeed creates goodness. In specula-
tion it discovers truth or true reality. But the process by
which it attains this result would not be possible, if the objects
of willing in the first place, or what here concerns us more
the objects of cognition, were not extra-mental or objective,
as we are here supposing them on the ground of fundamental
experience to be : independent of the mind therefore except
in the sense that the form, which they assume varies with
the character of the independent mental process to which
they are revealed. Only one answer is possible on our
general principle to the old question whether when ten men
look at the Sun, they see one Sun or ten. The answer
assumes different forms, according as we place ourselves at
the point of view of an onlooking spectator (an angel) who
can contemplate both the persons and the Sun, or at the point
of view of the persons themselves. From the point of view
(a) of the experients themselves, the question whether they
see the same Sun or different ones is unmeaning before they
have knowledge and communication, for there is then no

imagination of, say, the grounding of the Ark on Ararat. I ova only
imagine your state of mind in so far as I have imagination of the situa-
tion in which you are and then experience from myself how it feela to
be in such a situation. I do not feel your feeling but I read my feeling
into your imagined position, put myself in your plaoe. That i» also th«
only way in which I can imagine my own state of mind, namely by imagina-
tdve contemplation of my own situation and feeling the actual feeling ap-
propriate to that imagined situation. The same thing ig true of re-
membering my feeling. It ui in this sense that I speak of constructing
the details of Mipfchm* person's mind symbolically—his situation become*
the symbol of a feeling which I experience sympathetically (ep. Ldpp*>
jEtUutik, i., p. 140). I am not, however, venturing on the difficult
question of the scope or interpretation of Einfdhlong or Empathy, the
doctrine of which we owe to Prof. Lapps.
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22 8. AliEXANDEB:

comparison. Each person is aware of an object (call it Sun),
where the word object means that which is presented to his
mind, or is compresent with it so far forth as the experience
gives him cognition. There is no mysterious revelation of
something which is the same for all individuals or even for
himself at different times. What is revealed to him is only
the object (contemplated and not enjoyed, distinct from
himself) of which he has experience.1 Further experience
reveals to him that his own objectB are continuous with one
another and can be synthesised: for example his percepta
are syntheses, discovered by experience, and through practice,
of various sensa and ideal elements, and by this means he
becomes aware of ' things' perceived and relatively per-
manent as compared with his changing sensa. When com-
munication arises, a further extension of this synthesis (but
now between the objects of different minds) reveals to him
the one identical real sun, of which he and his fellows have
partially different experiences. The real Sun now becomes
the object of the individual observer. From the point of view
(6) of the onlooking mind, the answer is that the ten men
Bee ten different aspects of one and the same thing, the Sun,
or that the one real Sun is revealed to them as ten real
selections from its whole being or that the thing called the
Sun is the synthesis of the ten varying objects presented to
the ten observers and of course of much more; that this
thing is the whole of which they are the partial revelations;

1 Observe, the object is that which is present as it is experienced, not
as it is named. We name the object for the most part by its central
feature which may of course vary according to oar interest or purpose.
Bat no object is clear out: it has a fringe ; or to vary the phrase, it is
fluid. But the fringe, though not named, is part of the experience. Only
because objects are thus fluid is it possible that they should be con-
tinuous with each'other, e.g. that in perceiving we should syntheaise one
aspect of the same thing with another; what is fringe in one experience
becoming centre in the next. It is only as so interpreted that I can
attach a meaning to the phrase that an experience ' points beyond itself'.
If this statement is taken to mean (as it often seems to me to be taken)
that my experience has a reference to something not given in the ex-
perience, that it is really a oiHitrad'flft'on in terms. There can be nothing
in an experience which is not experienced. How should we be aware of
the something beyond the experience, except it is presented in experi-
ence 7 The truth is there are elements in any experience (the fringe or
whatever we call it) which are felt not as a transition to something <(M,
but in t ie way in which transitional objects are felt, as mental yearnings,
the object of which can only be described as ' something or other'.
When the transition is effected we say retrospectively they were transi-
tions to the now experienced object which completes them. But what
completes them was not given in the first experience, but is learnt in a
fresh one continuous with the first
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COLLECTIVE WILLING AND TBUTH. 2 3

and that this real thing is also an object to any single mind
which has performed the necessary processes of synthesising
and all such other processes (including thought) as are in-
volved in the careful and precise and full acquisition of
knowledge. Prom either point of view, so long as the ques-
tion can properly be asked, the answer is identical, that the
ten persons see one tHng under diverse aspects.

But throughout the process by which the individuals
come to be aware of the object as -one thing, they are
engaged with objects independent of themselves. Inter-
subjective intercourse does not account for the objectivity
of knowledge, it only accounts for its impersonality. Ob-
jectivity, in the sense of independence of mind, is given
as an original fact of all our experience. But intercourse
with others enables us to discover true objectivity, because
it frees the vision of error in the first place and partiality
in the next, and by doing so enables us to see the synthetic
and complete whole. For in the course of communication
with one another we find that the same thing in which we
are interested practically or theoretically presents itself to
each person according to his position and antecedents under
different aspects. Among these different aspects we dis-
tinguish two kinds: the first group are those which are
presented to the observers because of their mere idiosyn-
crasies and the same object cannot be presented to a second
observer who puts himself under the same conditions. 8uch
are the defective objects revealed to the colour-blind, the
prejudiced, or the incompetent. Such objects form ex-
periences which are incommunicable. The second group
consists of objects which others can equally well observe
if they put themselves into the same position. Thus if
two men stand at different corners of a table, each sees
primarily his own corner; but they can exchange places
and if they are without disabling idiosyncrasy each can then
see the corner which the other saw before Now by the help
of language (or other means of communication) these differ-
ent objects can be communicated from the rest to any one,
or they may be shared between alL In this process, the
attempt to make the first group communicable breaks down
and these objects are rejected as erroneous; they are objective
but not real or true. Doubtless it is only by actual trial that
we learn which objects are the product of mere idiosyncrasy.
They will not fit into one scheme with the objects revealed
to others. And doubtless what at first seemed idiosyncrasy
may come on occasion to be regarded as originality of in-
sight ; its object then is found to belong to the second
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24 S. ALEXANDER:

group. Bat it is the second group, of communicable objects,
which are woven together into the complete revelation of the
thing. The process is not without difficulty, for these objects
may be partly coherent and partly they are contradictory or
at least incongruous, and it is such difficulties in particular
which spur us on to reconcile these divergent elements by
looking more closely at the object in the way which is re-
warded by the discovery of synthesising concepts and laws.
In this way the fully known object is a contribution from
many minds which bring their various information about
the same or like or unlike things into a common stock. In
this way the individual vision becomes depersonalised or
to say the same thing in other words, the object is revealed
in its full or impersonal as contrasted with its partial or
erroneous personal character.

But, now, the whole of this process becomes meaningless
unless the objects in question are recognised from the begin-
ning as extramental, and the process of communication
strictly comparable to that of handling things practically.
If they were in any Bense one with the minds which com-
municate, the process as it seems to me would be unintelligible.
It would be obviously so if the objects were mental pre-
sentations, like the ideas of Locke; but it would also be
unintelligible if the being of the objects were bound up with
the mind so that subject and object constituted a duality in
unity, according to a famous phrase. For in that case no
one subject could release his objects from their unity with the
subject so that they could be available for another subject's

' I am of tonne referring to Prof. Ward's chapters on this topio in
Naturalirm and Agnottxextm, voL iL, chs. xvL, xviL, whioh gave the oon-
oept of intersubjective intercourse its present position in English philo-
sophy. Nothing tan be dearer or more admirable than his exposition that
the so-called subject of universal experience is continuous with, or an ex-
tension of, the individual subject. But unless I have gravely misunder-
stood tittnl I cannot see how the continuity is ever to be effected, frh»
CTtwmion to take place, upon this conception of the subject-object relation.
That it does as a matter of fact take plaoe is not in doubt, and Kant it was
who laid the emphasis upon this communicable element in all knowledge-
Bat Kant is content on the whole to state the fact and what it implies.
Bat he also cannot erade tha same problem of reconciling the data of sense
aod the consckmsnesB ' as such' (uberhaupt), which recurs in Mr. Ward's
mare eoncrete attempt to traoa the method of unification. Doubtless Mr.
Ward's exposition u enough to overthrow any interpretation .of ideas
'which is coloured by introjeotionism. But does it succeed for him—If T
There is no communication possible it seems to me for Mr. Ward's
individual subject*. And naturally for him oonoepts become abstractions
found to work, as they are for physicists of the school of Messrs. Mach
and Pearson.
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COLLECTIVE WILLING AND TBTJTH. 2 5

4. Goodness ami Truth.—We can now proceed to compare
right practical willing with right speculative willing. The first
is moral goodness, the second is true believing. Truth or the
system of true beliefs is the system of propositions believed
in true believing, and strictly speaking it is these propositions
which are true or false not the believing of them. These pro-
positions are facts or laws of the real world, and the system
composed of them is called trnth when we wish to indicate its
connexion with the mental acts of believing or knowing and
the same system is called reality when we do not think of the
means by which it is discovered. But before we attempt to
conclude from right practice to right thinking, let us first
contrast them.

Practical will differs from speculative will in this that the
first by its own action creates the object which it finds, while
believing or judging only finds its object. Practical willing
consists then in certain action by which certain propositions
are made true. Thus if I murder 'a man I make true the
proposition that he is dead. Believing merely discovers its
propositions, not being practical. Certain questions may
therefore be asked which are answered somewhat differently
in the two cases.

(1) What makes an act of practice (to use this in place of
the cumbrous phrase practical willing) good and what acts
must I do to be good ? The answer to the second question is
furnished by the rules of practical morals which embody the
approvals and disapprovals of men. The first question is the
abstract question of ethics, which also has to systematise the
rules of morals. In doing so, in systematising the moral
judgment, ethics includes the answer to the question, what
propositions does good conduct aim at making real. They
are the various objects willed, when we will rightly; in par-
ticular cases, they are such as the following: this property is
distributed equally, this man is preserved alive and not killed,
these words are spoken which mean a real state of facts, a
beautiful picture comes into existence, a piece of beautiful
nature is brought to your view by paying your railway fare,
money is given to you in your distress, where the word you
is understood as explained above in section 2. But it would
be erroneous or at least inconsistent with usage to describe
these objects (these propositions) as goods or the totality of
them as constituting what is called The Good. They are
only goods in so far as they enter as components into the
condition of persons; that is simply personal satisfactions.
Thus the existence of a statue is a good only so far as it is
enjoyed aesthetically; or again, to be in presence of a beauti-

 at C
ornell U

niversity L
ibrary on July 15, 2015

http://m
ind.oxfordjournals.org/

D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://mind.oxfordjournals.org/


26 S. ALEXANDER:

ful scene. Riches are a good as used and enjoyed. A dole
is a good to the recipient as relieving distress and producing
happiness. Thus goods as commonly understood are personal
satisfactions ; where by person is meant the union of object
or contemplated self with subject self, so that what happens
to a person or is done by him is also enjoyed by him; and
the term satisfactions covers any form of enjoyed experience,
such as happiness or aesthetic pleasure, or the dispositions
or capacities of such. It is the summary or whole of personal
satisfactions which makes The Good, and it is not necessary
here to discuss its items more particularly. Now these goods
are not the objects willed by myself or others, but they are
the consummation attained by willing. That consummation
being achieved by persons is a personal state. It is not how-
ever in our terminology the object willed ; and though it may
sometimes be called the end, the term end is generally applied
to the object entertained in willing. To avoid these diffi-
culties of usage let us call The Good, described as the totality
of personal satisfactions, the Ideal which good willing secures.1
I t is thus a system of relations between persons. It is not
directly the object of good conduct, but it is that which might
to be secured by good conduct.

It has been assumed in the above that the practical actions
with which ethics is concerned, or with which judgments
of goodness have to do, are willing. Brevity demands some
amount of dogmatism, where our concern is not so much
with goodness as with truth. It is not meant that instincts
or dispositions, like kindness of heart, or an aesthetic or
scientific bent or any of the endowments of mind which
may be called gifts of nature, may not deserve the attribute

'In his Manual of Ptychology (bk. L, ch. i., § 4), Mr. Stout dis-
tinguishes these two senses of end, as that which is entertained before the
conation is completed and as the satisfaction of the conation. The first
he calls the end, the second the end-state. Since "end" means some-
tames object of will, but sometimes satisfactions (ep. Man's end is pleasure
or holiness ; or, O happiness, our being's end and aim) I prefer to speak
explicitly of non-mental objects of will and ideals of will. What is im-
portant is to recognise that what we will, in the sense of the eognitum of
wQl, is not s state of the mind itself. The object willed is non-mental.
That which is enjoyed in willing and by means of willing (the actual con-
tents of the will) is mental. When I will my happiness as my ideal or
end, the happiness is on its non-mental side (what is commonly known
as the conditions of it) the object of my will, but as a state of myBelf it is
the enjoyment of that object, that is the attainment of it, and is thus
the contents of the consummated will. I do not mean that we may not
say that we will a mental state; just as we remember a mental state.
But I believe the view that, in wiling, our object must be a state of our-
aelf, to be a mistake of analysis, which I once shared, and the source of

l confusion.
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COLLECTIVE WILLING AND TBTTTH. 2 7

of goodness, but only that it is primarily the will which is
morally good, and that these other gifts are the materials
upon which the will is based which issues in good conduct.
At any rate, if any reader disputes this limitation of moral
goodness to good will, let him remember that we are con-
cerned here with practical willing as a clue to theoretical
willing, and that practical willing is moral even if it is not
the whole of morality.

(2) The parallel questions to be asked in respect of belief
are these : What makes believing correct or what makes
beliefs true'? and secondly, What propositions must I believe
to have truth ? The answer to the second question is supplied
by the sciences in detail. Another science answers the first
question, and explains what in the abstract makes truth true,
and then having regard to the truths of the special sciences
what relations obtain between them in virtue of which they
are systematised into a body of truth.

But now consider the different ways in which these answers
fall out in the two cases. Ethics is in the first instance a study
of practical willing, from a certain point of view, in order to
find out the difference between good and bad wilL It is only
secondarily concerned either with the propositions which are
willed, or with the system of goods which forms its ideal,
vastly as this latter subject must bulk in its inquiries, because
of its concrete character. For the satisfactions which make
up the Good have not their moral goodness in themselves,
but only so far as they are right As Aristotle said long ago
it is not merely the fact that we enjoy a satisfactioa that is
good, but how much we enjoy of it and when and where and
in what relations. But these goods are attained by the will,
which as practical does not find its object and its consumma-
tion, but creates it. Each good is produced by its appropriate
will and it is vain to seek a criterion of goodness therefore ex-
cept in the will itself. Take one example to serve for many.
A person possesses sensibility for music. Enjoyment of music
is for him part of the Good, or is a legitimate good, just so
far as acts on his part of indulging the taste and on others'
part in securing him the enjoyment are legitimate, since it is
these actions which create the enjoyment. Maximation of
satisfactions means economy in their distribution, and that
wise economy is the right relation of persons which is expressed
in action. Whether the action in question is voluntary or
not is a secondary matter.1 On the other hand the science

1 Thus I am unable to accept the doctrine of Mr. G- E. Moore that right
conduct is merely the means to secure the Good. This appears to me
to overlook the intimacy of connexion between our satisfactions and the
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2 8 & ALKXANDEB:

of truth is concerned in the first instance with propositions,
and asks what makes the difference between true and
•erroneous ones. It deals only secondarily with the believ-
ing state of mind. For believing discovers its proposition
and does not make it; hence although by examining the act
of believing we are led to understand the object proposition,
the proposition itself it is which is revealed to the believing
will and determines i t Hence the lightness of the believing
is fixed by the truth of the proposition or the belief. Thus
while true or correct believing is indeed a due to the nature
of truth which is what corresponds to it in the belief, on the
other hand good willing actually is goodness. Ethics there-
fore is a science of mind or rather it is a science of persons

acts of which those satisfactions are the results; and to assimilate good*
to tenths which are found by means of thinking, whereas goods are found
but are also made by action. As I understand the matter all goods are
satisfactions of persons and they are goods because they satisfy, but the
problem of conduct is not so much to enumerate the goods as to determine
their distribution. On that rock the pleasure theories, and other theories
«s well, have spirt. Now it is the distribution of goods which makes the
totality of them into the Good or Ideal. But how else can we determine
the ideal distribution but by referenoe to the activities of which they
are the consummation ? Thus we must distinguish that in goods which
makes them ideal from that wh;cb makes them goods. And this criterion
must be found in their systematic coherence which is brought about by
the adjustment of functions," whether in the person or as between persons.
Why then should we not say, it may be asked, that the Good is the ad-
justment of satisfactions and right action a means to this adjustment f
Because the adjustment of satisfactions is unintelligible without reference
to the functions of which they are the satisfactions.

I am however so far in agreement with Mr. Moore, and express my
indebtedness to him for it, that I now reoognine that the ideal of willing
(and still more the object of it) cannot be described as itself good willing,
but as a system of goods or satisfactions.

Mr. Moore's doctrine is of course involved with his central thesis that
"good" ifl a property which is as unique and unanalysable as " yellow ".
Perhaps I may add here the reason why I demur to this. Granted that
that flavour of satisfactions in virtue of which they are called good (or
that flavour of propositions in virtue of which they are called true), may
be something simple, like yellow or any other quality which we accept
as a datum of our experience; what hinders our stating its conditions T
just as we may say that yellow is a property which liglit has when the
physical undulations have a certain wave length ? This does not deny
the uniqueness of the property yellow. (On the contrary I should be
prepared to maintain that this uniqueness is uninUslligibje in the end
without the determining conditions.) Neither does the doctrine that

and truth and beauty imply coherence deny their uniqueness
in oar experience. (Compare a remark of Mr. A. E. Taylor in ' Truth
and Practice,' PhilotopkiaU IUVUW, yoL xiv., 1006, p. 269.) The method
of Mr. Moore must if followed consistently put an end aa it seams to me
to all scientific inquiry and reduce science to the bare chronicling of
qualities.
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COLLECTIVE WILLING AND TBUTH. 29

in our sense of that term ; the science of truth is the science
of propositions and is only concerned with mind or far as-
these propositions are concerned with minda And I am
deliberately omitting here to consider how there can be truths-
about minds, if troths are the objects of speculative willing,
or how there can be such a thing as a science of psychology
or ethics at alL The matter is, to avoid complication, deferred
to subsequent sections (§§ 8, 9).

5. Goodness and Truth as coherence.—What constitutes will-
ing good is its impersonality, that is that the individual will
is consistent with other wills and also as part of this same
result consistent with itself. This coherence is secured in
practice because of the actual practical conflict, co-operation^
and adjustment of persons in a society. It is not our business
here to discuss what the fundamental impulse is upon which
this adjustment rests : whether moral sentiments are a gener-
alisation of resentment (Prof. Westermarck) ; or more simply
are an extension of the paternal sentiment (Mr. McDougaU
and Aristotle before him); or whether we should not fall back
upon the older (and I believe on the whole simpler and more
illuminating conception) of Adam Smith that sentiments are
moral when attuned to the impulses of other persons by the
operation of sympathy, which sympathetic adjustment is
represented or symbolised in the judgment of an impartial
spectator (whose place in our view might be taken by the
contemplating mind of an angel). Whatever the source of
the moralisation of impulses, sentiments are practical, they
have hands and feet, and they take effect through the various
forms of practice and in the end through willing. The ad-
justment and congntity, or if I may borrow the term from
Leibniz, the compossibility, of a society of wills, is represented
in the individual person by such an adjustment of his separate-
impulses to action as secures self-consistency in him also.
For he is himself social in instincts as well as self-regarding,
and in the satisfaction of his social instincts not only do they
become moderated or exalted into tune with other persons,
but his self-regarding impulses suffer adjustment to his social
ones, and are thus drawn into the net of the social system.

In this fashion the congruity of collective willing is attained,
and it results in the maximum satisfaction of persons, through
the recognition of their needs or claims, as rights, as the ful-
filment of those nlftimg Coherence in the wills is the deter-
mining feature of goodness; and its result is the coherence
of persons into a moral society with the attendant disapproval
of divergent action as eviL On the mere object side of the
collective willing this means coherence in the propositions.
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30 B. ALEXANDEH:

created by good willing. In this sense, the object of the
murderer, though realised as a fact and true, is incoherent with
the mass of propositions secured by good will, for example,
with the general proposition that life in me society is secure,
or with the other propositions concerning him and others,
which imply the maintenance of life.

Some remarks may be added to avoid possible misconcep-
tion. Good willing is impersonal, not in the sense of being
deprived of personality, but in the sense that it is purged of
mere idiosyncrasy. It is unsel6sh, but not selfless. On the
contrary, the attainment of impersonality or impartiality is
the highest exhibition of personality. Secondly, while good-
ness is described as the coherence of wills, it is of course
implied that it is real persons, material wills, which are
engaged. You cannot have goodness without persons who
love and hate, pursue business, fight, or preach. The coher-
ence in question is not the coherence of mere abstract laws,
but the coherence of the sensual wills which obey these laws,
or rather for which these laws are made. The coherence is
but the form to which the persons engaged are matter. But
you may have persons without coherence with each other
and they are bad persons and without form. In the third
place, the coherence in question is that of the wills within
a given society. It may therefore be a limited coherence.
What is good m one society may be inadequate and incoherent
in a larger one. Yet goodness is a significant reality even if
the reality is not inclusive of all human beings. It cannot
therefore be said that there is only one system'of goodness,
though it may well be the case that every system of good-
ness exhibits certain pervasive features corresponding to ele-
mentary human claims.

We may now use this analysis in order to understand the
nature of true believing and of truth, or true beliefs, or know-
ledge ; ' still assuming for the present that the truths in

11 am throughout taking knowledge and true belief aa equivalent.
Mr. Russell in his Problems of Philosophy (ch. xui., p. 206) objects that
thin is not consistent with usage and that we may entertain beliefs whioh
happen to be true but are believed on false grounds, and such true belief
i» not knowledge. But there ut a great difference between having a true
belief or believing truly and merely believing vhat is true. A person may
be in the state of mind called beliof towards a proposition which U true
and yet not have knowledge, but if he believes truly or if he entertains
true beliefH he has knowledge, for his beliefs are coherent with the system
of true propositions. When true belief is naid not necessarily to be
knowledge, the word true is used objectively and the word belief subjec-
tively : theJperBon's believing is of a proportion which happens to be true.
When true belief is declared to be knowledge, both words are used objec-
tively or else subjectively, and in either case coherence is implied and
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COLLECTIVE WILLING AND TRUTH. 31

question concern non-mental existence. True or right or
correct believing in the individual is not only self-consistency
or coherence in the individual speculative will, but consist-
ency with the believing or speculative willing of others.
Correspondingly, truth itself in beliefs or propositions is their
coherence. Once more this coherence is but the formal
character of truth which makes it truth ; truth in the con-
crete is coherent propositions. • Remarks need to be added
here correspondent to those which have been added above
in respect of moral coherence. Truth as coherence does not
consist merely of universal or abstract propositions, but in-
cludes propositions of sense. It is impossible to think of a
coherent system of knowledge without including sensible
objects and even sensa amongst its slements. This follows
at once from the description here given of the propositions,
objective facts, which constitute truth.1 Secondly, the co-
herence which makes truth true is the coherence of the
propositions which concern the sphere of reality considered.
There may be coherence short of the ideal coherence of a
completed universe s (if indeed any meaning can be attached
to the completion of what is essentially in time). As with
the goodness of a limited system of men, a limited system of
truth may cease to be true in its empirical or non-categorial
characters when the subject matter is enlarged by increasing
knowledge or merged generally in a larger whole of relevant
data ; without ceasing therefore to be true within its limited
boundaries.

The coherence of propositions is that relation between
them in virtue of which they are or can be connected into
a system: their compatibility with or adjustment to one
another. Propositions are incoherent in so far as, objective
as they all are alike, they do not coexist in one system. The
proposition, to take an illustration, that the water is boiling is
inconsistent with the equally objective (though false) propo-
sition that a chicken or ice can maintain their characters

therefore knowledge. In fact while1 belief commonly is used for a state
of mind beliefs mean the objects of believing. (Op. note * to p. 16 above.)
I use belief habitually in this paper for the proposition ltttelf in distinction
from believing, unions the context makes the Kenne obvious.

I am aware that this consideration has no force if Mr. RuaanU's recent
contention is right that judgment involves the judger as well as what is
judged. On that view a belief will involve in its constitution the act of
believing. For me the belief is only revealed through the believing and
does not depend r t it.

1 See on Urn topic, O. F. Stoat: ' Immediacy, Mediacy and Coherence,'
Mnrs, N.S., vol. ziiL, 1008.

•Mr. Joachim's conception of a completed truth (The Nature of
Tntk, 1906).
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of Ufe or solidity when immersed in the water; while it
ifl consistent with the proposition that a chicken plunged
into it dies or ice is dissolved. The incoherence may
be complete or partial; when it is complete one of the
propositions is false entirely; when it is partial, a modifi-
cation of one or both secures coherence. The notion of
coherence seems to present little difficulty, for true propo-
sitions never can be incoherent; all that seems necessary
to add to this bare notion of compatibility is that of
organised or systematic connexion, whereby truths as it
were strengthen or help out each other, like the functions
of an organism. So far as there is difficulty it is felt more
acutely with the notion of incoherence between propositions.
For when we speak of such incoherence, though one or
both propositions must be false, we seem at the same time
to be.treating the false proposition as if it were a real fact,
which might conflict with some other real fact Incoher-
ence therefore requires explanation. It is not in the first
plaoe to be confused with that mutual interference between
true propositions which do coexist and lead to a fresh result
different from either, as in the parallelogram of forces, or
may neutralise each other.1 Nor again does the incoherence
he in the mental conflict between the acts of attempting
to unite the propositions within the mind of an individual.
This conflict of mental acts (we shall afterwards call them
mental propositions) which is a process that can be traced
though all its stages (it is known as the process of negative
apperception) leads to the modification or even the destruc-
tion of one of the acts. But though it is by such ' mental
refusals'* that we become aware of the incoherence of
the propositions which are the objects of the mental acts,
the mental incoherence involved in the persistence of the
acts is not the incoherence of the propositions themselves.
Wherein then does the incoherence consist ? The answer
is that it is a physical incompatibility (we are supposed to
be dealing with physical propositions), not any supposed
mental or logical incompatibility. For the propositions are
objective non-mental facts, and moreover they are revela-
tions of actual physical nature, and even if a proposition is
false it is a misreading of actual reality, and its elements *

1 1 regret to find myself here in disagreement with Prof. E. B. Holt
in Tht New JEUaliim, awarding to whom error is a particular oaae of oon-
tnwBotion anch aa U exemplified by Owe aaaes of oonfnct.

'Hi* pfanae ia P. G. HameiWs (in Tht IntdUetual Lift), not oaed
howorar in this oonnexkn.

'And not its elements only. S«e later, § 10, on Moral Bril and Error.

 at C
ornell U

niversity L
ibrary on July 15, 2015

http://m
ind.oxfordjournals.org/

D
ow

nloaded from
 

http://mind.oxfordjournals.org/


COLLECTIVE WILLING AND TBUTH. 3 3

are taken from actual reality. Hence the propositions are
incompatible in virtue of the physical incompatibility of the
characters contained in them, and the incompatibility is
discovered by experiment. Let the propositions be, Here
is water (let us suppose this trae); fishes live under water;
kittens live under water. All these are equally believed.
But experiment shows that the physical characters of water
suffer fishes to live in it, but not kittens. Trying the ex-
periment of immersing the kitten is bringing the belief that
kittens can live in water into relation with the belief that
here is water and the discovery is made that the physical
character of the water is fatal to the kitten, with its physical
characters, which do enter into the judgment, though that
proposition is false or only an hypothesis or assumption.
The relation contained in the false proposition does not
therefore consist with the other proposition. In making the
experiment, we are not treating the proposition Kittens live
in water as if it were really true, but we are treating it as
dealing with the revealed physical characters of kittens, life,
and water; and we handle these characters in this kind of
experiment by taking them as we find them in real things
and situations. We might reach the same result by a dif-
ferent kind of experiment, an ideal one, by remembering that
kittens do not possess gills. And if we take expenment
in the extended sense, made familiar to us by Pro! Mach
amongst others* in which it is applicable not only to percepts
but thoughts, not only to physical matters but to ideal matters
like mathematical conceptions, we can say generally that it
is experiment in all kinds of propositions which reveals the
failure of a false proposition to coexist with other proposi-
tions about the same subject matter ; and because of actual
incompatibility between the real characters (whether physi-
cally real, or otherwise, e.g. mathematically, real) present in
the propositions, so far as those real characters are present
and in the form in which they are present in the propositions.

6. Continued.—Colleotive and individual believing.—But it is
more difficult to understand how such coherent beliefs can be
declared to be the corresponding object of coherent believing
in the collective speculative will. Practical wills conflict and
co-operate in actual fact and we can readily understand
both the adjustment between separate persons and the ad-
justment within the individual will which goes along with
the first. But believing in one person does not conflict with

1 Maoh, Erkenntniu vnd Irrtkum, ' Uber Gedankenexperimente'
O. F. Stout, ' Error ' (in Pertonal Idealism), § 9.

3
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34 8. ajxBX » NDBB :

believing in another except it passes into practice;l and it
might seem as if we could speak of an adjustment of believ-
ings only within the individual, in so far as he takes up the
beliefs or propositions believed by others into his own mind.
Hence we seem able to attach only a derived meaning to
coherence in collective believing. Again even when we take
the individual, though, there, believing processes conflict and
may be adjusted, it is not as we have seen the believing
which determines reality, it only reveals reality; the believing
is determined directly or indirectly by the proposition; and
thus truth does not owe its existence or character to our
believing rightly (unlike the case of practical goodness) but
we ^believe rightly if our behevings are directed to the true
propositions. Hence it is that we cannot say of empirical
propositions that they must be true because we cannot think
their oppositea We can only do this when the proposition
concerns categorial characters; for these characters of objects
are also characters of mental process. It is only in such cases
that the attempt to think or conceive (not only to believe)
the opposite is impossible.

Ail this arises from the fact that believing is not practical
like conduct. Hence the unwillingness to regard truth or
true knowledge as something related with society, obvious
as the statement is that truth is acquired by social co-
operation. And in fact while morality is in its intrinsic
nature social, being the practical wills of persons in society,
truth is only correlative with the society of speculative wills,
but is itself independent of it. Is not knowledge it may be
urged acquired by the individual by the process of testing
ideas by facts, endeavouring to resolve the contradictions of
experience ? Would the belief of a multitude make a hal-
lucination any the less so ? * Some explanation seems neces-
sary in the light of such questions to justify us in regarding
truth as what is believed by collective speculation and in
treating the individual speculation as the reflexion of the
collective.

(1) The beliefs of an individual are only a small portion

1 Oh the other hand a practical judgment in one person does or may
conflict with a practical judgment in another person, just because it is
practical willing. When8idgwick(Afetfcod» of Ethics, I., ui.), in maintain-
ing that the objectivity of moral judgments must belong to Reason and
cannot be founded on feeling, urges that if I say Truth should be spoken
and yon say Truth should not be spoken, we should have "two co-
existent facts stated in two mutually contradictory propositions " (ed. 6,
p. 27), he \B treating the practical judgment as if it were merely a specu-
lative act or belief.

* Cp. J. Dewey, Studies in Logical Theory, pp. 24, 82.
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COLLECTIVE WILLING AND TRUTH. 3 5

of reality in any subject matter. The individual seeking co-
herence in his behevings finds that other beliefs are enter-
tained by his fellows, and these being objective can be
brought before his notice and provoke in him fresh be-
lievings to be integrated with those which he already pos-
sesses. It is his social character working in a certain
practical direction which drives him to combine his own
and other beliefs into one. For the speculative impulse is
itself a practical one, an instinct of curiosity, and he is rest-
less till he satisfies it by learning from others because in this
way he gets their acknowledgment. It is by this mutual
acknowledgment of one another in seeking to know things
that two persons become aware of one another as not only
having beliefs, but as believing. Consequently there is ad-
justment of believings between A. and B. through their
common practical pursuit of knowledge and in this way
only. Thus A.'s believings are in this way like his moral
sentiments a reflexion or representative in his mind of the
common stock, and not only are his moral beliefs but his
speculative mind social in their nature. Scientific method
arms him with the means of avoiding error in his own case
and comprehending other views than his own of things. It
is thus true that while reality is independent of our inquiry
into it, by virtue of which it is revealed, it is true or know-
ledge in the proper sense in relation to the collective specula-
tion which believes it.

(2) The objection that knowledge consists in the process
of testing ideas by facts to find if they work is the pragmatist
conception of knowledge and the answer to it is deferred to
a later section (§ 14). It undoubtedly describes the process of
obtaining knowledge, but interprets it in my opinion
erroneously.

(3) It follows from the above statement in (1) that the
reference to hallucinations is irrelevant. If the whole world
could retain a hallucination, the world would certainly hold
that objective experience for reality. You answer it would
still not be true and those who believed it would perish.
But just because this is the case, collective hallucination in
the complete form is impossible and would be extinguished
by selection. A hallucination is shown to be such by its in-
coherence with other experience.

(4) The question might be raised, could not then a solitary
individual know truth ? In the sphere of practice he could
not be moral, but at most prudent. He could refrain from
food which caused him indigestion; but he could not under-
stand that it was right or a duty to be prudent The parallel
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question in knowledge is more difficult to answer. As things
are, the individual does in solitude discover truth, but he does
so by following the methods of collective truth-seeking, which
are called scientific methods, and he carries with him the
presupposition of a reality in which he has no monopoly.
He is merely, an intellectual Robinson Crusoe with scientific
traditions. The great discoverer is the fortunate individual
who possesses by gift of nature the eyes which enable him to
see what others cannot see for themselves but can be brought
to see when it is pointed out to them. But it is scientific
training or scientific reflection which in part has armed his
eyes with instruments. The solitary individual we are
imagining is without fellows and without traditions. If he
were so gifted as to be in all respects perfectly normal, with-
out idiosyncrasy of sense or intelligence or emotion, he might
seem at first sight to be in possession of truth. But for him
the distinction of mere objectivity and reality would not arise,
and he could not have truth because he could not be a prey to
error. Let us neglect a monster such as this who is fantastic
because he is free from the defects which require the help of
others in attaining truth. But even of an ordinary imperfect
individual we can say, hard as the saying may seem, that for
him, if he were really a solitary, reality and truth would be
unmeaning expressions. He could indeed distinguish be-
tween things as they are and as he believed them to be ; he
could discover that he could not light a fire in the rain ; or
climbing yonder tree, which he takes to be fifty feet high,
might find himself after thirty feet at the top and in danger
of a fall.1 He could have what might be called prudential
truth, and (but that the phrase is question-begging) could be
said to be in presence of a pragmatic reality.1 But he would
not have truth, again because he would not have error. His
so-called ' errors' would be misadventures of faith. They
would not be real errors. He would never be in error but
only have been. His ' errors ' would be all in the past. For
an error is a false belief or proposition, and for the mere
individual it is annihilated in contact with the proposition
which he retains as his belief. But an error is not such be-
cause it was false then, when it was believed, it is false now
or irrespective of the time it was believed. It is something

•This does not affect the description above of discovering truth by
experiment, though it might seem that we were nlniming there that the
inamdnal discovers truth by experiment and are here denying it; for
there the individual considered is not a mere individual, but is a member
of a society of speculative wills.

' See later § 14 where the same subject is returned to.
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COLLECTIVE WILLING AND TBUTH. 87

believed by one, which is disbelieved by the collective. And,
indeed, in our ordinary use of the word, we say to another
person ' You are in error,' but we do not ordinarily say of
ourselves ' I am in error,' but only ' I was in error'. We
are able to do so with propriety because we mean that the
proposition which we believed then is false and is discovered
to be so by the collective speculative will, which we represent.
But the mere individual cannot have error because there is
no one else to adjudge it so; and if he were to say he was
in error in the past, he is treating himself as another in-
dividual and introducing the notion of a society within him-
self, a notion for which he would have no warrant in the
absence of the experience of other selves.

Truth thus we may conclude is coherent beliefs, with
correspondent coherence both in the collective speculative
will and in the individual, which is the mirror or counterpart
of the collective will.

7. The Science of Truth.—The science of truth, if that high-
sounding phrase may be used, is partly the inquiry into what
truth in the abstract is, and so far it is a part of metaphysics.
But the larger part of it is Logic, which is thus parallel with
Ethics. Just as in practice, coherent willing submits to the
limits of social welfare, BO truth consists of propositions
cohering in certain ways determined by real existence. Now
it is the special sciences themselves which inform us in detail
what the coherent propositions are in their respective pro-
vinces. But propositions are not simply related to each other
in their material character, in virtue of their subject matter,
but they possess certain formal characters, and exhibit formal
coherences more concrete than the mere form of coherence
itself. This is best explained by an illustration. The fall of
the stone to the ground and the attraction of the planets to
the sun cohere as obedient to one material law. But these
truths are not merely propositions about Bfcones which fall
and planets which bend towards the Sun, but they are
propositions. Now it is the coherence of truths in their
propositional character that Logic investigates. Besides
the special sciences there is thus another science which in-
quires what propositions, qua propositions, are connected
with what others; and as a preliminary to this what dis-
tinctions there are of a formal propositional character in
real existence. The answers to these questions involve 9
statement of the kinds of propositions, and their relation to
one another in inference.1 Thus whereas Ethics is a mental

1 As in Mr. Boeanquet's Logic.
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38 8. ALEXAKDEB :

science dealing primarily with the conduct of persons. Logic
is not as such a mental science, and is only concerned with
mind so far as the truths it deals with may be some of them
mental, truths of mind as is presently to be explained. It
deals with real relations of a certain sort amongst propositions.
It describes the conditions which they must conform to, so
as to secure coherence and avoid error. In doing so, it of
Course also describes the rules which we must follow in order
to discover coherence. But these methods of science are not
themselves determined by our minds, but by the nature of
reality in its propos'.tional character. A method that is a
method of proof (not of discovery) mean3, when you consider
it in its essence, a certain relation among propositions in
virtue of which, certain propositions being given, another
may properly, that is coherently, be inferred ; and it is alto-
gether to be distinguished from the practical devices we may
use, or the mental attitudes we may adopt in discovering
such proof: Though the psychology of the process by which
coherence in beliefs is discovered, that is the psychology of
how intersubjective agreement is secured and coherence
established within the reasoners' minds, may be expected to
provide all manner of clues to understanding the conditions
of propositional coherence, Logic is not a department of
Psychology, but seeks those conditions of coherence in the
world of real existence as such. Our mental attitudes in
discovering truth do not enter into the conditions of truth,
though they may point us the way to discovering* them more
easily. Thus to take one illustration, we cannot say that a
negative proposition is in part subjective, on the ground that
the subject rejects a predicate suggested by ourselves; the
rejection lies in the character of the matter. On the other
hand, to realise that it involves upon the side of believing
a veto of the speculative will enables us the better to
understand what the meaning of the correspondent belief or
proposition is.

Neither are we entitled to say, as some have wished, that
logic is a department of psychology, because ultimately what
propositions are consistent with each other must depend on
a mental capacity or compulsion to combine them ; or what
propositions are inconsistent depends on a mental incapacity
to combine them. For instance that contradictory propo-
sitions cannot both be true because we are physically (psycho-
logically) unable to think them together. That we cannot thus
think them together is merely the special case of the working
of the law of contradiction as between two mental propositions.
The mental conflict enables us to understand the correspond-
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COLLECTIVE WILLING AND TRUTH. 39

ing conflict between the non-mental propositions, but it is not
the foundation of that conflict. The law of contradiction in-
cludes contradiction between propositions in the non-mental
world and propositions in mind alike. To suppose that logical
laws are the outcome or the expression of mental assents or
refusals is to treat truth as a mental creation, instead of a
system of propositional facts, or relations between things
whether these things are mental or non-mental. But this
remark implies the existence of mental propositions, which
we now proceed to discuss.1

8 Mental propositions.—Hitherto we have for simplicity's
sake passed over the propositions about mind, and we must

1 For the view of Logic taken here cp. Neio Realism (W. P. Montague,
p. 2til); and for the non-psychological character of Logic compare E.
Husserl (Lncnsche Uvtersvcnungen, vol. l., Hamburg, 1900-1).

Prof. Hussorl, whose important work I have to confess I have only now
made acquaintance with, since this paper was first drafted, condemns any
attempt to regard logic as a science of realities as absurd (wtdersiiuiig);
but I retain it in spite of the misgivings which such censure causes me.
What I call the propositional character of propositions he calls their
categorial form (his use of the word categorial is different from mine) and
he denies the categorial form to be real. It belongs not to real (t.e.
sensible) things but is a kind of objectivity given in the logical acts them-
selves (u., p. 618), " all categorial form lies in logical acts in the senae of
intentions (i.t. objeotive reference)" (for the whole subject see ii, VI.,
c. vi., pp. 600 ft;. Logic thus has a Bphere of its own independent of the
matter of perception Even the ' is ' of the copula being categorial form
is not real. (Hen- Husserl refers to Kant who said that tetn was not a real
predicate But Kant also said that the copula was the sign of objectivity,
and this I take to be sufficient.) Now it must be admitted that the so-
called relation of subject and predicate does not belong as such to reality.
It concerns the act of asserting, not the assertion itself , and it concerns
also the expression of the act of asserting in words. It is of itself either
a psychological or a grammatical distinction. Reality contains no sub-
jects and predicates, though it contains what is the occasion fur the
distinction. The subject-predicate relation in not the same as the
relations which in my view are the real objects contained «n a preposi-
tion, that of substance and attribute, or causo and effect (ground and
consequent), particular and universal, time and space, etc., as the case
may be • e.g. lions are carnivorous, lions live by eating flesh, lions are
carnivores, lions inhabit the jungle. It is because of the real relations
contained in the assertion (= that which is asserted) that we can attach
a real meaning to immediate inferences, in which a real situation is
asserted from different points of view with differences in subject' and
predicate (All S is P, and Some P is S). The " categorial form " thero-
fore, in my view, always refers to real situations. But then "real"
does not mean for me only sensible, but the objective whole m which
sensible and thought elements are brought into coherence. Doubtless
propositions are not percepts, but they belong to one reality with them
and unfold their nature more fully. Doubtless too we can combine
propositions and trace implications irrespective of perception ; but we
are still dealing with aspects of a real world ; just as we can follow a
train of images and still these images are aspects of real things.
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now include them. Two different questions may be asked.
(1) How-can there be mental propositions at all, consistently
with our previous account of propositions? (2) Granted
that there are such, how can there be a science of them ?

(1) According to the view taken of the relation of willing
to its cognitum, the object of will is a proposition, whether
the will be practical or the speculative act of judging the
same object It might seem therefore that if there are
mental propositions they are the objects of fresh acts of
judging, or if not, that their existence is inconsistent with our
view of speculative willing. But in fact in maintaining that
willing has propositions for its objects, we do not imply that
there are no propositions which are not objects at alL There
are in fact enjoyed as well as contemplated propositions, and
the one are as much real existences as the other. It is indeed
implied in the analysis of experience into enjoyment and the
contetnplated object that both equally are or lay claim to be
real existences. Now whenever we judge, the judging is an
actually existing event, which is not contemplated but en-
joyed. And the judging or believing has propositional char-
acter just as the belief which is its object has; (for it may
be added there never is a believing without a contemplated
belief). Take for example snch cases as I feel cold, or I
believe that water boils at 212°. The judging, I feel cold, is
a different enjoyment from sensing or perceiving cold, which
is not expressed by a sentence but by an interjection or even
a shiver. And these jndgings are propositional: I enjoy the
act of speculative will by which I (my subject) is realised
as qualified .by the process described as having the idea of
cold, or the perceiving of boiling water is realised (of course
within myself) as qualified by the conceiving of a certain
degree of temperature. Other instances are the acts of
judging that heat causes wax to melt, that breakfast came
before lunch, .that Edinburgh is north of London, or the
more complex instance that thinking of Herbert Spencer
makes me think of Brighton. It is enough to indicate that
in all such cases we enjoy a propositional experience of a
specific character. What the precise specific character is
(judgment of recognition, causality, etc.), and what the rela-
tion is between the specific propositional character of the
behoving and the specific propositional character of the
belief, is a more difficult question which we need not raise.

Thus there are propositions in the world which are not
objects of speculative will but are contents of it in the strict
sense of that term, that it is made of them. And with this
we might legitimately pass on to the second question of the
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COLLECTIVE WILLING AND TRUTH. 41

possibility of a science of mental facts. But it is well to
meet explicitly the general objection that in describing oar
mental states, I am cold or I believe so and so, we are really
making them our objects of contemplation; and that in par-
ticular in all psychological observation we do so. The an-
swer is that psychological introspection is indeed properly
called observation, but that there is no difference in kind
between it and simple observation such as, I am cold, only
that it is carried out with greater refinement, and observation
of its subject matter in relation to other mental facts.1 In
both cases I am reporting my judging act in words. If then
in direct psychological observation I never make my mind an
object, still less do I do so in the mere declaration that I am
cold or believe so and so. The difference between such cases
and psychological introspection is one of interest. For the
most part when 1 say, I am cold, I have a practical interest:
I may mean, bring coals. In the other case my interest is
theoretical or purely speculative. This means that under
the spur of curiosity (a practical instinct whose end is at-
tained by more elaborate speculation) our enjoyments become
related to one another and are enjoyed in this relation. Thus
I never in self-examination attempt to perform the impossible
feat of turning my mind upon a part of itself to contemplate
it, and as it were convert it for the time into a piece of the
not-self. All that I do in the most elaborate and refined self-
inquiry is to enjoy one act of myself in its connexion with
and as a part of a larger system of enjoyments.

To understand this better, let us turn to the examination
of external objects. I perceive a flower; I judge it to be a
rose. Here are external objects, the one a thing, the other a
proposition. There may be a proposition about a proposi-
tion, as when I say that the fact that there were germs in
water in a town produced an outbreak of cholera. Here
my object is a relation between propositions. In making a
proposition about another proposition, I do not make the
second the object of my proposition^ I include it in a more
comprehensive one. I may even make the proposition that a
proposition is true, meaning that it is congruous with all
propositiona I may go on indefinitely making propositions
about propositions (the fact that the fact that A is B, is C, is D,
and so on) so long as I am bringing propositions into closer
degrees of intimacy within a system of objective existence.*

1Cp. on this MacdougaU's Psychology; the Science of Behaviour,
•oh. ii. Titcbener, Text Book of Psychology, g) 6, 6. See also Proc.
Aristot. Society, voL ix., 1908-9, 'MenUl Activity,' etc., pp. $9-32.

* Observe I do not say that secondary propositiona are necessarily pro-
positions about propositions. On the contrary they may be about asuump-
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Bat the process has a limit. I cannot significantly say that
it is true that a proposition is true for this is mere repetition
and there is thus no infinite regress.

What we find here in the world of contemplated objects,
we find also in the world of enjoyments. My speculative
instinct is satisfied here by mental existences and not extra-
mental ones. My enjoyments became related to one another
but are not contemplated as objects. My perceiving becomes
more accurate and detailed when I perceive carefully, just
as the object throws up new features under a lens or the
microscope. But I do not perceive my perceiving nor judge
my judging. I may judge my perceiving as when I say I am
coldj and I may make a judgment about my judging, as.
when I say that in believing so and so I was clouded by
prejudice. But in doing so I no more contemplate the
judging about which I judge, than I make a proposition
about external things the object of another proposition. I
simply include the one enjoyment in a more extended enjoy-
ment, of which it forms an ingredient. This process of
relation of judgings within the whole may go on indefinitely,
as is the other case, with the same limitation that we cannot
judge the whole.

Finally, just as I can make external judgments about past*
present and future, and I can discover generalities in the
external world; so I can enjoy my own past, present and
future, and enjoy generalities (universal propositions) re-
specting myself. For example, without objectifying the
process of association, I can discover general laws of associa-
tion. Doubtless great difficulties are raised in this connexion
by the paradox of the experience of myself in time, that any
experience of myself beyond the present moment exists at
the present moment. But there is a clear difference in the
content of all such propositions from propositions about
my present as such. I feel cross, is a proposition about my
present; I felt cross yesterday, is a proposition about my
past. Although for an outside observer it is an event oc-
curring at the moment when the judgment is made, it is ex-
perienced by me (enjoyed by me) as belonging to my past;
while at the same time it is or may be experienced by me in
continuous connexion with my experienced present, as when

tiaas, M Pro! Meinong has shown (ttbtr Annakm«n, oh. iiL, ed. 2. and
elsewhere). E.g. That Ctasar should hare failed to eras the Rabuon
would have been disastrous to his career. Or 1 main tain that the earth
is round, where if the primary statement, the earth is round, were a.
full iiroitiMitHTnt the MKHIHISI j proposition would be tsntoicflt^if; as.
indeed in some eases it is.
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COLLECTIVE WILLING AND TBTJTH. 4 3

I say I remember now how cross I was yesterday, where the
continuity of my past with my present (as experienced in my
present condition of recollection) is indicated in the judgment.
Similarly the universal judgment, whenever I want to rise
much before breakfast time, I feel cross, occurs as an event
in the present moment, but it is experienced about no par-
ticular time, past, present or future. These facts, difficult as
are the questions which they raise, can barely be noted here
as facts, with which a theory of time has to deal.1 So far as
they concern us here, they confirm the statement that propo-
sitions about my own mind, and a fortiori about yours are
not the objects but the actual contents or substance of mental
propositions.

One and perhaps the main reason for the belief that to
observe a state of mind we make it an object, just in the same
sense as we make an external thing an object, is to be found
in the use of language to express our observation. Since the
speculative interest in external things is earlier than that in
mind, language has been developed largely though not wholly
in connexion with external things. And to a great extent
(apart from the emotions) we have to describe our enjoyments
when we describe them scientifically in words borrowed from
the description of the outside world. Moreover the words
we use are themselves external objects. How easy then to
imagine that because I contemplate them I also contemplate
the mental state which they express. But in fact words are
but gestures, like the frown of annoyance or the shiver of
cold. They express enjoyments and refer to objects, and
being themselves objects they help us to think because they
fix our attention. But it no more follows that, because in
judging that I am angry I use a sentence, I therefore am
making my anger or my judging an object, than it follows
that when I make the gesture of shivering, which I contem-
plate, I am making the feeling cold an object of internal,
objective contemplation. And yet the shiver describes my
feeling, just as the sentence does, though not so fully.1

9. Truth of mental propositions.—Mental Science.—(2) A far

1 They may partly serve as a olne to the real nature of time both as it
is in myself and as it is in non-mental objects.

• I am sensible of the inconvenience of the use of the word object to
describe exclusively ooutemplated objects; especially as it prevents me
from saying as I should like to do that enjoyments, like contemplated
objects, are objective (though not necessarily true or real). But if I
spoke of enjoyed and contemplated objects indifferently, there would be
mre to result confusion, and the distinction of the two kinds of objects,
in their relation to experience would be blotted out. Some l i ]
term seems to be wanted which I have not skill to invent.
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more puzzling question is the second of those we raised as to
mental propositions, how they can be true or how there can
be science of them. For in themselves they are enjoyments:
are directly incommunicable from one mind to another. How
then can they constitute a science, of which the distinctive
character was that at any rate when it concerned external
things, it implied collective speculative will ? The subject
has been already touched upon (too lightly) when we en-
deavoured to explain how the individual believer could be
said to represent the community of believers, through the
adjustment of the believings in different minds. The an-
swer is that the possibility of a mental science (take the
simplest one psychology) depends, on the mutual acknow-
ledgment by persons of each others' enjoyments; or to put it
otherwise, the growth of mental science is part of the pro-
ceas of mutual acknowledgment. In practical conduct these
acknowledgments were, as we saw, a fulfilment of the social
instinct. But the speculative instinct seeks the co-operation
of others, because one man finds that his store of objects of
contemplation is enlarged by the objects which other persons
bring before his mind. Not only do they supply him with
new objects, but with objects not totally new but corrective
of his familiar objects. But when we have once acquired
a speculative interest in our own mind, our mental enjoy-
ments are enhanced, enlarged, and clarified by acknow-
ledgment of the enjoyments of others. And the reverse is
also true that in acknowledging others as minds we may
have forced upon our attention the enjoyments of others
and so be led to inquire into our own minds. Thus what
we may principally learn from another person engaged with
us about the same objects or in the same occupation, may be
not so much how the objects present themselves to him, but
how he hates or loves them ; and this may turn our attention
to our own feelings in which we may have felt as yet none
but a practical interest. Hence as I supplement external
beliefs t>y including the beliefs of others, so I can supple-
ment my internal believings by reference to others' enjoy-
ments as acknowledged by me. And to repeat once more
what has been said or implied, these interrelations between
minds are reciprocal. The passion for knowledge in which
others can help us increases the extent of our acknowledg-
ments, that is makes us enter more largely into sympathy
with their enjoyments, and this in its turn increases the
passion for co-operation in knowledge; and again the more
we understand our own enjoyments the more we acknow-
ledge theirs, and the more we understand theirs the better
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we are able to understand our own; so that the correction of
our judgment of ourselves proceeds pari passu with the in-
clusion of them. The methods by which in perfecting the
mutual acknowledgment I arrive at sympathetic compre-
hension of another's mind are various. Most largely they
depend upon his own description of his enjoyments:. Partly
also, though this is in the later stages of the science, I observe
his beliefs (what Mr. Stout calls his presented objects) alid
conclude from them to his mental state by the analogy of
my own experience.

In some such way as this we arrive at the science of enjoy-
ments, not merely of my own enjoyments but of enjoymentB
as experienced by many. Such a science is not the same
kind of science as that of external nature or generally non-
mental reality; but it is not the less science. For what is
science ? It would be inconsistent with verbal usage to say
that a science is an ordered grouping of propositions or facts
obtaining in some sphere of reality; because when we speak
of science we commonly include also its relation to the dis-
covering or the possessing mind. To possess a science, eg.
physics, is in the common usage of the words to contemplate
or have the habit of contemplating the physical world (things
in their physical properties) as thus ordered. But nothing
should blind us to the truth that apart from the mere registra-
tion of science in books, the knowledge which constitutes a
science like physics is nothing but the actual physical world
as more fully revealed to us than to ordinary observation, in
all its real details and interrelations, as they are contained
in propositions, singular and universal.1 This statement is
not open to the obvious but frivolous objection that he who
possesses physical science would on this showing carry the
physical world in its orderly arrangement about with him.
It means only that he is compresent with that ordered
physical world.

Precisely in the same way the science of mind consists of
ordered facts of mental existence, as contained in mental
propositions; and to possess such science is to be aware of
such mental propositions as we enjoy them in ourselves
directly and in others by acknowledgment. The difference

1 Prof. Lloyd If organ has a passage admirable in most respects in bis
Jndinet and Experience (1912), pp. 146 ft, in which he compares the
nnirersals of thought to maps of a country, which omit details in order
to help os to find our way. Such maps, he says, are our ideal construc-
tions in sciqnce. I have only one criticism of this, which concerns the
•eala. If science is to be a map, the map most be like the new one in -
vented by the professor in Lewis Carroll's Syltie and Bruno, " on the
f««fl« of a mile to a mile ".
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between mental science and the external or non-mental
sciences is that, the subject-matter of the non-mental
sciences being contemplated, it can (to speak theoretically or
ideally) be contemplated equally in all its parts by any one
individual. But enjoyments are not open to our inspection,
except they are our own, because we are not as the angels
and cannot contemplate enjoyments at all, and can even
enjoy only our own. Hence in certain respects the range of
our science is limited to coordinating the propositions we our-
selves enjoy. But it has been shown above how knowledge
of truth depends on the acknowledgments of other minds and
how through such acknowledgement we can establish the
fact that different minds behave in the same ways. The
limitations of psychology are thus not due to defective science
but to. the character of the real existences with which the
science is concerned. It would be considered strange to deny
the name of science to the study of foraminifera, because
these creatures have not the same powers as monkeys. Enjoy-
ing beings treated as individuals (and psychology treats them
BO) are related to one another only through mutual acknow-
ledgments. Bat it is just because it faithfully represents such
beings in their own internal relations and in such limited
relations to other enjoying beings that it claims to be a science.
It represents minds as they really are in themselves and in
their likenesses and unlikenesses to one another, just so far
as likeness or unhkeness exists between incommunicable
centres of enjoyment And so far is it from being true that
we cannot have science of our minds that those very cate-
gorial characters which are the fundamental ones in all exist-
ence mental and non-mental alike, are more easily described
as they exist in mental existences than in non-mental exist-
ences. The character of science is as various as the subjects
with which it is concerned. It is only a prejudice which is
responsible for denying to psychology (or other mental
science) the name of science: the prejudice that science must
be all of one sort, must deal only with contemplated propo-
sitions. That prejudice disappears on reflecting that a
science is a system of real existences revealed in interrelated
prepositional facts, and that this is equally true whether
those facts are physical and contemplated or mental and
enjoyed.

Such is the justification for regarding psychology (with
which in this section we have been mainly concerned) as a
science—as a system of ordered mental propositions, which
can only be enjoyed, but which can be and are enjoyed
" collectively " in the sense of that term which in this case
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is from the nature of the subject legitimate and satisfying.
But Psychology is not the only science of mind. It is con-
cerned with the individual mind as such, and no matter how
much the individual enters into relations with other individuals,
it describes only the enjoyment of 6uch relations in the indi-
vidual. On the other hand Ethics deals with minds in their
practical inter-individual or social conflicts and co-operations.
Such inter-individual relations of minds are possible because
they arise out of practical conduct in which persons affect
each other in altering the world upon which they react. The
mental propositions of Ethics all have reference to such inter-
action. Ethics is thus the systematic ordering of proposi-
tions, which may be described variously as declaring that
such and such satisfactions are good, that such and such con-
duct is right, that such and such objects are worthy, or as
embodying collective approvals. However described they
are in the end mental propositions. Ethics is in fact the
science of practical acknowledgments, the acknowledgments
themselves (not mental process as such), becoming in its turn
the subject matter of a science which while mental is thus
normative. Its concernment with mental existence it shares
with Psychology. As mental it is contrasted with Logic,
which has no special concern with mind. But its more pre-
cise relation to Logic and truth as well as to ^Esthetics and
beauty is reserved for later sections (11 and 12).

(To be continued.)
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